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ABSTRACT , 
A-special section of a public speaking class at the 

Universtiy of Tennessee was developed in the spring of 1977 for 
Speech anxious studermts. The course\was designed to incorporate the 

* basic spirit of the regular classes and to provide special training 
in techniques for reducing nervousness about speaking and in methods 
for coping. with the nervousness experienced while giving a speech. 
During 1981, students at the beginning of each quarter were 
administered a questionnaire (FIRO-B) that was found useful as a tool 

. for developing insight concerning - ‘the students' interpersonal 
communication behaviors in another course on interpersonal 
communication. ‘The questionnaire was based on a theory of 
interpersonal pehavior that posits three different dimensions of ways 
in which peoplé need or want to relate to other people: inclusion, 
control, and affection. Each of these need areas includes both an 
expressed and a wanted component. Comparisons between the expressed 
and wanted scores on each of the three need areas showed that all 
subgroups (male and. female, nonspeech anxious and speech anxious) 
wanted more affection than they expressed, but this was particularly 
true for the females of the speech anxious groups. Furthermore, the 
speech anxious groups, but not the nonspeech anxious groups, wanted a 
higher level of control than was expressed. Finally, there were no 
significant differences between expressed and wanted inclusion for 
any of the groups, though the difference for speech anxious females 
approached significance, with the expressed scores being slightly © 
higher than the wanted scores for that group. The data in the study 
suggest that speech anxious students are characterized by an aversion 
to, or evasion of, control behavior. The interpersonal orientations 
of these students,. then, present special implications to the speech 
teacher for developing appropriate mppTety pee seveng teaching 
strategies. (HOD) 
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\ Over the past decade, concern for a special group of, stu= 
dents who have difficulty with the communication process has . 
emerged In the Speech Communication field. Special Instructional 


‘strategles and programs have been developped for what has been 


classified as stage fright, communication apprehension, cbemmnt= 


cation anxiety, reticence, speech anxiety, and shyness. While 
the symptoms and helping strategles for persons whose behaviors 
and attitudes might generally fall within the list above may . 
“and probably should vary, it Its nevertheless true that they have 
in common a tendency to avoid communtcating at least in some 
specific situation because of sé pewived punt shnents related to the 
act of communication. The programs for instructional Improvement 
have varied at the several schools at which they have deve lopped, 
at least in part because of the type of student for which the 
program was designed to serve, as well as the nature of the rest 
of the curriculum into which the specialized program must re 

By the same token, procedures for identifying and notifying stue 
dents for whom the Specialized courses or programs would be 
appropriate also vary” Paper and pencil! tests (most frequently 
some form of the PRCA) and announcement of a specialized program 
program followed by Instructor interviews are two of the most 
popular means of selecting students for anrallment Into special= 


ized classes for communication avoidant students? 
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One ramification of the varying nature of the selection 
process is that the communication orientations of. students in 
different programs may.vary considerably, necessitating the 
pllication of different MnSErbe rena strategies for helping 


a particular group of students! In a given program. The purpose 


of this paper Is to present results caqncerning the communication 


orientations of students in a class for communication avoidant 
students at our school, the University of Tennessee at Knoxville, 
and to jexamine the jwollesetaa of the students! communication 
orienta detons for instructional strategies. Specifically, the 


-p+t 


paper wu examine the differences between FIRO scores for 


students who have been selected for a special communication 


' avoidant class and students who are enrolled tn the regular sec- 


tion of the course; both are sections of a large multi =sectloned 
basic speech course In public speaking. Since the instructional 
program mentioned in this study focuses on public speaking anxiety, 
the discussion section will compare the results obtained with a 
previous report of communication orientations Ingan instructional 


program that focussed on reticence.° 
CONTEXT AND SETTING 


The Public Speaking class at the University of Tennessee Is 
a large multi-sectioned course which serves the curricular require- 
ments of a number of colleges, including ha-teul cies, Business, 
Communication, Education, and-Home Economics. The course focuses 
on developping the ability to prepare and present an oral presen- 


tation before an audience, and students are required to present 
; * 
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at least three graded speeches to the class. In the Spring of 
1977, a special section of this class was developped for "Speech 
Anxious" (SA) students® The course was designed to Incorporate 
the er spirit of the regular classes, but to in addition 
provide special. training In techniques for reducing nervousness 
about speaking and in .methods for coping with the nervousness 
experienced while giving a speech. Ultimately, the goal Is that 
students dev elop- greater confidence and competence in performing 
the skills necessary for presenting an effective oral presenta- 
tion. The course was designed to accomodate students who vere 
required to take the public speakiing class as part of their cur- 
riculum, but whose excessive fear of the public speaking situa- 
tion would reduce their liklihood of completing the course. 

Since the specialized program supports a pubic speaking course, 
concern has been.with speech anxiety as opposed to reticence or 
other difficulties more related to the interpersonal level of 
communication, and while our special section for speech anxious 7 
students probably includes a certain percentage ‘of students who 
are reticent or more genef@lly apprehensive about communication, 
there Is also a substantial number of students entering the class 
who report that they feel-comfortable about communicating In 

most other situations than giving a speech. This fact has prompted 
a change from the PRCA’ (Personal Report Sf Communi eriten Appre- 
hension) to the PRPSA (Personal Report of Public Speaking Anxiety) 
as a means of measuring the effectiveness of our training since 
the items Included on the PRPSA sgem to have greater face validity 


for the context of its uses 


Students in the special section of the stile speaking e 
class. ‘either self Identify themselves during the preregistration 
period for the subsequent quarter (the class is designated in. 
the timetable of classes for registration/preregistration as being 
for speech anxious students only) or they are Identified by the 
PRPSA, which all students In the regular sections of the class , 
take and self score on the first day of the term. In the latter 
case, students with higher scores are advised to consider enroll- 
ment in the special section for mpenen anxftous students ( though . 
they may stay with the regular yesntoni: In any case, a student 
enrolling In the spedtal’ section class Is required to obtain the 
instructor's permission. The Instructor of the special section 
class attempts to screen students to assure the appropriateness 
of the class for the student. The instructor makes a subjective 
judgment (based on his discussion with the student) as to whe ther 
the student is indeed “speech anxious" or whether he/she Is seeking 
enrol Iment in the class for Inappropriate réasons, ta. supposed 


ease of the class. 
METHODS AND DESIGN: 


During the last year, 1981, | decided to begin administering. 
the FIRO-B questionnaire at the first of the quarter In the 
special section for speech anx fous students. Another instructor 
and | had found the FIRO-B particularly uséful as a tool for 
developping Insight concerning one's interpersonal communication 
behaviors In another course (Interpersonal Communication) and 


felt that it might have potential for some diagnostic work In the 


‘ 
. 
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special section of the public speaking class. The initial re- 
Suen using the PenOr EE ee SA public speaking class yielded 
results that were interesting because of their comparisons with 
averages: we had found In the Interpersonal communication class. 
| reasoned, however, that the comparison with the scores from the 
j interpersonal communication class would not be as appropriate a 
comparison as one with students from the regular section of the 
public speaking class gines the former is not a required course 
for as many of the students in the class. Consequently, | have 
continued to administer the FIRO-B at the first of the quarter 
for the special SA public Speaking class, and students enrolled in 
the regular sections of the class during die Sanne of 1981 were 
= asked to complete the FIRO-B, This yletded 105 completed ques- 3 
tionnaires (46 males and 59, females). The data for the spectal 
section class is based on the completion of the FIRO-B ¥ 96 
students (45 males and 5] females) who were enrolled during the. 
Winter, Spring, and Fall quarters of 1981 in the special SA 
sabite speaking class. | os 
“Prior to presenting these results, 8 word of explanation 
about the FIRO-B is in order: The FIRO-B is based on William 
Schutz's theory of Interpersonal behavior, which posits thet 
there are three different dimensions or ways fn which we need 
or ra iiba to other people: (1) Inclusion, (2) Control, and 
‘XN (3) neeeetton We need to be part. of ’s group, we need.to Ine ° ae 
fluence and be Influenced by others, and we need to love and be 
loved. Each of these need areas. includes both. an expressed and a 


wanted component, the latter being less manifest than the 
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expressed area. Consequently, the test ylelds six different 
scores, each of which .gan vary ‘from a low of 0 (representing 
very little of the stated need) to a high of 9 (representing 
a large amount of the stated need): (1) Expressed Inclusion, \ 
i.e., “l try to be with people", .(2)_Wanted Incluston, I.e.,) 

"| Ibke other nedote to invite me. to things", (3) Expressed i - 
Control, i.e... "I: take charge of things when I'm with people", 
(4) Wanted Control, ee "lam easily led by pecple", (5) 
Expressed Affection, a ad | thy to get.close and personel sar? 
' with nebb tells and’ (6) Wanted Affection, I.e., "I like people . 

to act close toward me". | ne . 

“No 2 priorl predictions about differences between non awe 
anx tous’ students and speech anxious: Students were hypothesized, 
‘but the same comparisons which Rcsenreld and Frandsen had made 
in comparing the EIRO-B scores oF reticent versus non-reticent 
students were conducted. ‘ They had predicted that non- reticent 
students*would. score “higher than réticent students on all dimen, 
sions of the FIRO-B, that reticents would want more control than 
‘they express, and that reticents would want more affection than 
Sey express. As in the Rosenfeld’ and Frandsen study, Independent 
t tests: were Arse’ to compare each -dimension (expressed Inclusion, 
wanted. inclusion, expressed control, wanted control, expressed 
affection, and wanted affection)’ of ‘the FIRO-B. Dependent t 


tests (t test® for paltred differences) were used to compare the . 


expressed against the wanted needs for Inclusion, control, and 


J affection for both speech anx lous and non: speech anx lous students. - 


; 


nike the . Rosenfeld and Frandsen study, though, all comparisons 


were conducted separately for male and -female pelldents:; 


a?’ 
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RESULTS 


/ 


Table i vanoakes. the means of the FIRO-B scores for the. 
regular sections of the public speaking class and the special 
SA public speaking sections: Thege are broken down Into means 
for male and female students since our previous work with the 
FIRO-B In the Interpersonal communication class had suggested 
sex differences on the measure. Such differences are also 
suggested by the normative data which Schutz presents for male 


W 
and female high school students. 


TABLE | 


MEAN FIRO=-B SCORES FOR NON SPEECH ANXIOUS 
AND SPEECH ANXIOUS STUDENTS AT UTK 


oe Public Speaking 7 Pub! Ic, Speaking 


Males Females ' Males Females . 
(n=46) (n=59) (n=4S5) = (n=51) 


FIRO-B SCALE 


Expressed Inclusion 4,24 4,59 3.69 4,92 
Wanted Inclusion 4.02 w» 4,10 3.96 4.04 
Expressed Control 3.50 2.97 ce 1.76 
Wanted Control 2.59 ° 2.46 355 3.16 
Expressed Affection 3.52 3.92: 3.02 3.84 
Wanted Affection 4.72 5.51. . 4,69 5.82 


Results of the t comparisons between means as shown in Table 


ac | are presented In Tables 2, 3, and 4, Table 2 presents the 
compar sons, for the total group (both male and female), while 


Tables 3 and 4 presents the results for ga \ekand females, re 


spéctively. . : 


. 
TABLE 2 
COMPARISONS OF FIRO-B SCALE SCORES: 
NON SPEECH ANXIOUS AND SPEECH ANXIOUS STUDENTS ; 
(TOTAL GROUP: “MALES AND FEMALES) © 
A. independent t Comparisons for Total Group (N=201) 
ht oe aoe Shad 
: les, vs. El,, 323 WC o4 VS: WC 2.806 
WI sa vs. Wie, = lh? EA ca vs. EA. = 85) 
= kk - =z 
EC 6, VS: EC, 4,26) _ WAC vs. WAL, .378 
B. Dependent t Comparisons for Total Group 
; | 
BI og vs. WIUo, = (1.307 El, vs. Wi, = 1,030 
= =a - kkk 
EC gg vs. WC 2.070* EC, vs. WC. ee 
EA vs. WA = -6.280*** EA vs. WA = -7,583*** 
nsa nsa sa sa 


= 


To be read: “expressed Incluston of non speech anxious 
compared with expressed Inclusion of speech anxious." 
To be read: “expressed Inclusion of non speech anx lous 
competes with wanted Inclusion of non speech anxious.’ 
<.05 
sine. 01 
#*%5<¢.001 


TABLE 3 


COMPARISONS OF FIRO-B SCALE SCORES: | 
NON SPEECH ANXIOUS AND SPEECH ANXIOUS STUDENTS 
(MALES ONLY) 


A. Independent t Comparisons for. Males (N=91) 


* 1 : : 

El cg Vee Ele, ”/ 1.120 Wy vs. Wo, = -2,134* 
Winga VSe Nisa = .067 EAng, Vs. EAL, = 986 
ECasa vs. EC,, = 3.787*** WA cg VS- WAS, = 055 


( 
2 
El cg VSe Wiigg = 546 Ele, vs. WI, = > 560 5 
ECyga VS» WC,., = 1.889 EC., vs. WO. = =3,.795"" 
a kk = kkk ; 4 
EA cg VS) WA. = 73.2100" = EAS vs. WAL) = 4.530 Lx 


'To be read: “expressed Inclusion of non speech anxious compared 
id expressed Incluston of speech anxious." 

To be read: "expressed Inclusion of non \speech — anxlous compared 
with wanted Inclusion of non speech aoxhouser 


TABLE & 


COMPARISONS OF FIRO-B SCALE SCORES: 
NON SPEECH ANXIOUS AND SPEECH ANXIOUS STUDENTS 
(FEMALES ONLY) 


* 


hy Ubdependene + Cunpaetecne: For Faguted (W110) 


WC ea vs. WC. -1,783 


EA ea ve BPs 


WA s. WA 
nsa : sa 


er be read: "expressed Inclusion off non speech anxious congares 
with B cig gna Inclusion of speech anxtous." 
e read: “expressed Inclustoh of non speech anxtous compared — 
with ee ha inclusign of non speech anxious." 


PASS 
**D<.01 
**kD<.001 
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A perusal ‘of Tables Z, 3 ‘and 4 shows that the on ty dimen 


- sions of the FIRO-B on which non speech anx fous and\\speech an- 
*xlous students differ are the expressed control and ‘wanted control 
“dimensions. Note, however, that while both expressed and. wanted 
Sener differed significantly between the two. groups for the 
males,’ ‘the females only aparoached significance on the wanted 
control comparison (t= -1.783;df=108;p .10). Reference to the 
means fpr the different groups In Table | demonstrates that 
speech anxious students have higher wanted contro! Scores and — 
lower expressed control scores. These differences appear to 
be greater for the males ‘than for the females. 

Comparisons between expressed and wanted scores on each 
of the three need areas showed that all subgroups (male and 
female, non speech anx tous and speech anxfous) wanted more af-= 
fection than they expressed, but this was particularly true for 


the females for the speech -anxious groupings. The speech anxious 


_.groups, but not the non speech anxious ones, wanted a higher 


_level. of control than was expressed. Finally, there were no 


significant differences between expressed and wanted Inclusion 
for any of the groups though the difference for speech anxtous 


‘females approached significance (t= 1.926;df=49;p .10), with the 


- expressed scores being slightly higher than the wanted scores 


for that group. ~ 


DISCUSSION 


“ 


The results of the present study are In some ways consistent 
with the findings of Rosenfeld and Frandsen's comparison of ret- 


Icent and non-reticent students on the FIRO-B, (See Table 5 for 


19 


co 12 


comparison of overall means between studies.) In both studies, 


TABLE 5 


MEAN FIRO-B SCORES FOR STUDENTS IN PRESENT STUDY 
/ AND ROSENFELD -FRANDSEN STUDY 


Anbler (1982) Rosenfeld-Frandsen (1972) 


eR hConpar 10g Public (Comparing Levels of ~: 


\Regular Speech Non- 


Public Anxious Reticent Reticent 

FIRO-B SCALE Speaking Students Students Students 
Students é 2 

Expressed Inclusion 4 kk 4,34 5.79 ~3.24 
Wanted Inclusion 4,07 4.00 5.50 3.21 
Expressed Control 3.20 1.73 3.45 2.00 - 
Wanted Control 2.5] 3.35 © 4.92 5.16 
Expressed Affection 3.74 3.46 4.18 L760 * 
Wanted Affection © 5.16 5.29 5.03 3.95 


the “communication avoidant" group wanted more control than they 
expressed, while the Honenelicce re did not. In both studies | 
~ the “commun tcat ton avol dant" group wanted more affection than they | 
expressed to a greater extent siren the comparison group. In both 
studies, “communication avetdant’ students expressed less control 
than the comparison group. nf 
There the similarities ath, singe Rosenfeld and Frandsen 
found that thelr reticent students ‘expressed less Inclusion and 
affection than non-reticents as well as'wanted less Inclusion 
than non-reticents. No such difference in Inclusion and affec- 
tion scores (expressed or wanted) emerged In comparing non speech 


anxious and speech anxious students. In fact, It should be noted 


} 


that differences between Inclusion and affection scores for 
reticents and non-reticents were large enough that Rosenfeld 

and Frandsen felt justified in using a combination of the .ex- 
pressed Inclusfon and expressed affection score (but not expressed 
control) as a potential identification measure for reticent 
aeuleues On the contrary, the results of the present study 
would suggest that the expressed and wanted control dimensions 

of the FIRO-B would be better predictors of speech anxious stu- 
dents. -It is, of course, necessary to keep In mind that these 


results were derived from different types of programs. There ts 


every reason to belleve that Rosenfeld and Frandsen* s "reticent" 
students were quite different from our — anxfous" students. 
It seems likely that Rosenfeld and Frandsen's reticents and 
non-reticents are each more homogeneous groups (Note the means In 
Table 5). While the exact selection process they used Is not 
clearly stated, their article imp! les a highly selective process 
for assigning reticents to their special classes. Note also In F 
. Table 5 that their non=reticent group expresses and wants more. 
inclusion than our non speech anxious students by almost a point 
and a half while their reticents expressed and wanted less In- 
cluston than our speech anxious students. This reflects. the 
possibility of a more highly selective. process for discovering 

the "communication avoidant" students for—special classes, but 

it also suggests that their non-reticent group was assigned more 
selectively. The process of defining the nan speech anxious 
“group. not only was not selective (students In the regular sections 
of the public speaking class were simply asked to complete the 


measure), but there are some reasons to believe that there may 


*« 
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" ~ are students who report high speech anxiety (as measured by the 


14 


* 


have been at least a few students In the sample who might other- 
wise have been in the special section for speech anxious students. 
The reason for this is that the sample was taken during the 
Summer quarter, and this Is the quarter In which our school, does 
not offer a special section of the public speaking class for 
speech anxious students due to limited enrollment. In other 


quarters when the speech anxiety class is being offered, there 


PRPSA) and, who for one reason or another choose to stay with the 

regular section of the class, and do complete it successfully. 

Thus, given the fact that theregwas no special section option, 

there may well have been and probably was a higher percentage 

of speech anxious students mixed In the group the present study. 

has been referring to as the regular section group. This ts a 

methodological difficulty which can be resolved by collecting. the 

FIRO-B data during a quarter In which the speech anxiety class 

ts being offerred, and this ts what the author of this paper is 

attempting to do at the present time. Still, the overall figures 

for the Rosenfeld and Frandsen non-reticent group Is mach larger A 

than for the non speech anxious group, which leads one to believe 

that the non-reticent group may have been more than a random draw 

from a basic communication course, but rather a group that was 

picked on some other criterion for being obviously non- big e 
The results of the present seiayie cbubined with the Rosenfeld 

and Frandsen study, would tend to sugyest that In a program where 


the Brsineey concern In dealing with communication avoidance Is 


with elie aPOESIOS the contre! dimension oF the FIRO-B may be 


. @ 


> 


$ 
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a more Important predictor of whether a person.Is qualified for 
the program, while In a prégram where a broader range of commun- 
ication avoldance behaviors are the concern, the expressed inclusion 
and affection scores are better predictors of qualification for 
the program. ~ One wayoF testing this general hypothesis would be 
to compare scores on the FIRO-B with scores on measures of public 
souaking anxiety (such as the PRPSA) and with scores on more _ 
general measures of communication apprehension (such as che | 
PRCA-24 di thout the public speaking items) wittta population 

that exhibits a broad range of scores on the different measures. 
if the Aypothesis suggested is valld, ‘then public speaking anxiety 
should be more related to the control scores on the FIRO=B, 
specifically smaller expressed scores and larger wanted control 
scores, and communication apprehension, or similar tests of Inter- 
personal avoidance or apprehension, should be more related to the 
inclusion and affection dimensions than is the measure of public’. 
speaking anxiety. Again,. the author of this paper Is attempting 


to collect such data at the present time. 
IMPLICATIONS FOR TEACHING 


Let us assume that, asthe data In this study suggests, 


persons with high public speaking anxiety are chffacterized by | 


orientations toward other people in which they don't attempt to 
influence others very much, and would prefer that others influence 
them. If this ts the case, are there Implications for the way 

in which we as speech teachers relate to the highly. speech anxious 
student? I belleve the answer Is a ‘definite yes. Allow me to 


elaborate. Speech anxious students have a difficulty with the 


| effectively, and since this situation In which they have been 


16 
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public speaking situation at least partially because the situation 
‘Ts one that commands attention; tt is a position at Beers Speech 


anxtous students don't see themselves as exercising contro@ 


placed is by Its very nature a position of Influence, they are 


_ quite naturally uncomfortable. The position is inconsistent 
“ie 


‘with any of the Interpersonal rhetorical .strategies whigh they. 
rhave developped to navigate Interpersonal transactions. ‘Being 
low In expressed control, they don't care to tell anybody what 
to do, This makes the situation where they are asked to deliver 
a persuasive speech (as opposed to an Informative speech) es- : 
pecially difficult (even to find a topic). . 
So what do we as speech teachers do for the speech anxious 
person whose anxiety is at least partially due to an aversion and 
evasion of contro) behavior? 1 have no ultimate answers to this 
question, but | do think that there Is a general seratesy which 
can be employed: spend a good deal more \time on the topic selec- 
tion process than you would for the -" student and emphasize 
the Importance of selecting a topic : r which you as a speaker 
have a good feel. Obviously, this ts a recommendation which most 
of us would make to any of our students, but | think it Is especially 
Important for some of our speech anxious students and needs to be 
underscored. | mention these Ideas not only because | think they 
have worked for my students as much as for the fact that they 
have worked for me. in taking the FIRO-B, 1 find myself to be 
low on expressed control, and | also feel that | am speech anxious, 


at least to some degree. I! am not crazy about telling other ~ 


18 > 


people what to do; | don't even really like participating on 
convention programs. So what | have to do jis to convince myself 
that the effort is a worthwhile effort which should be done re- 
gardless of any external reward or punishment system. Right now, 
| think the ideas I'm dealing with are worthwhile, but there are 
' lot of other research projects ! could do and have done in the 
past that would or did just fizzle out and allowed me to avold 
the situation. Thus, | try to share my experiences with my . 
students as I'm trying to share them with you. But what | try to 
do is to let them know that I've got some strategies which work 
to some degree for me in certain situations and encourage iets 
to at least try them. I! don't treat my answers as their answers, 
but encourage the yaideney co look to others beyond myself and 
the experts for answers with the idea that they will get their 

, : answers about what works best at them In preparing and delivering 
a speech from many sources. : 

Similarly, § think it Is important that the student recog= 
nize her/his tendencies and preference in relating to other people 
and how these may affect her/his thinking, feeling, and behaviors 
in all the activities which are required to give an effective oral 
presentation. In this sense, a speech teacher can use the FIRO=-B 
not only as a diagnostic tool, but as an insIight tool which will 
allow the student to see better how personal orientations may 
keep her/him in a continual pattern of avoiding certain activities 
like giving a speech without being aware of it. What | have done 
in the past, and-not as effectively as | would like to do, is to 
ask the students to take the FIRO-B at the first of the course, 


and then later, after | have scored the test, hand it back to them 
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and discuss its Implications to the process of preparing for 


and presenting an oral presentation. It is Important In thfs 
process that the appropriate kinds of reservations about test 
scores be made (they may tell you something about yourself, but 
they may not), but | have found that this kind of Insight about 
one's communication coupled with a discussion of the way one's 
own. self talk contributes to anxiety and performance can be 
immensely helpful to at least a portion of the students in my .- 
"special section class. 

In summary, | think it is vital that we remember that the ‘ 
different programs at various colleges and universities which are 
designed to ‘help students with communication difficulties do not 
relate to the same population of students. This Is at least 
partially because they operate in a different social and curricular 
structure, and it is a good bit because the programs have different 
goals and therefore will tend to identify different types of 
students to help. This is very Important because what works 
well in one program will not necessarily work well in another 
program, and what works wel] Cteh one student will not necessarily 
work well with the next student. Similarly, one program's strengths 
will be another-program's weaknesses. We cannot do everything, 
but If we combine our efforts and recognize the value of other 
people's seactencne én well as our own, I'm convinced we'll go 


a lot further than we ever though we could. 
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